REMARKS 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of all grounds of rejection, and allowance of the 
pending claims are respectfully requested in light of the amendments and remarks made 
herein. Claims 1-5, 7-13 remain pending. 

The abstract stands objected to as failing to be on a separate sheet. In response 
the abstract has been amended to a separate sheet. Accordingly, applicants request 
removal of the objection. 

Claims 1-5 and 7-13 stand rejected under 35 USC 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. In particular, that it is unclear where the 
additional process priority stands comparing it with other processes and if the 
execution/assigning step is done once or twice. In response, claims 1-2, 10-11 and 13 
have been amended to distinctly claim the subject matter of the invention. For example, 
claim 1 recites "wherein the processor executes an additional process accessing the 
shared resource on behalf of the low priority process where the additional process has a 
priority equal to the effective priority, and wherein the effective priority equals the 
priority of the low priority process when the additional process is not being executed on 
behalf of the low priority process, and the effective priority equals the priority of the 
additional process when the additional process is being executed on behalf of the low 
priority process." Accordingly, applicants request removal of the rejection. 
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Claims 1-2, 4-5, 7-8, 10-11 and 13 stand rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sha et al. ("Priority inheritance protocols: an approach to Real-time 
synchronization", IEEE, 1990 Pages 1175-1185) in view of Kush (USP No. 6,874,144). 
Claims 3 and 12 stand rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sha in 
view of Kush in view of Jones et al. ("Hard Real time with RTX on windows NT") and 
in further view of Werres et al. (USP No. 5,295,264). Claim 9 stands rejected under 35 
USC 103(a) as being impatentable over Sha in view of Kush and in view of Jones et al. 

Amended independent claim 1 recites the limitations of "wherein the raising of 
the effective priority comprises executing/assigning an additional process accessing the 
shared resource on behalf of the low priority process where the additional process has a 
priority equal to the effective priority, and wherein the effective priority equals the 
priority of the low priority process when the additional process is not being executed on 
behalf of the low priority process, and the effective priority equals the priority of the 
additional process when the additional process is being executed on behalf of the low 
priority process." Applicant can find nothing in Sha, Kush or Jones, alone or in 
combination, which teaches the above limitations. Independent claims 10 and 13 recite 
similar limitations. 



As indicated by the Office Action, Sha fails to teach a multiprocessing 
environment and the step of raising the effective priority comprises executing/assigning 
an additional process accessing the shared resource on behalf of the low priority process. 



The Office Action further indicates these limitations are shown in Kush in col. 5, 
lines 40-41; col. 5, lines 57-61; col. 6, lines 10-20; col. 7, lines 21-33. Applicants 
respectfully disagree. Kush teaches "Within the operating system 20, there are two 
processes 22 and 24 simultaneously executing. Within each process, there are separate 
user threads 26 and 28 executing." See col. 5, lines 40-43. FIGS. 3a, b illustrates ...data 
structures... to manage requests to boost the priority of threads 26, 28 executing within 
processes 22, 24. These data structures... allow a thread executing in one process to 
execute routines provided by the kernel extension 30 to boost the priority of threads 
executing in another process." See col. 6, lines 16. 

Thus, Kusch fails to teach executing/assigning an additional process accessing the 
shared resource on behalf of the low priority process where the additional process has a 
priority equal to the effective priority..., but allows one process to boost the priority in 
another process. 

Since Sha, Kush and Jones do not teach all of the limitations of independent 
claims 1,10 and 13, it cannot render the present invention unpatentable. For at least the 
above cited reasons. Applicant submits that Claims 1, 10 and 13 are patentable over Sha, 
Kush and Jones. 

With regard to claims 2-5, 7-9 and 11-12 these claims depend from the 
independent claim discussed above, which have been shown to be allowable in view of 



9 



the cited reference. Accordingly, each of claims 2-5, 7-9 and 1 1-12 are also allowable by 
virtue of its dependence from an allowable base claim. 



For all the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that all the present claims 
are patentable in view of the cited references. A Notice of Allowance is respectfully 
requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Dan Piotrowski 
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